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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-48 are presented for examination. 

Specification 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

a) Page 4, line 4, "desirable provide", should recite, —desirable to provide— 

b) Page 4, line 19, "such the", should recite, -such as- 

c) Page 8, line 14, "of the in", should recite, -of the processing operations— 

d) Page 18, line 1, "is to followed", should recite, —is to be followed— 

e) Page 20, line 1, "set by to", should recite, —set to- 
Appropriate corrections are required. 

Claim Objections 

3. The following claims are objected to because of the following informalities: 

a) Claim 4, line 2, "attribute s", should recite —attribute is— 

b) Claim 17, line 12, "generate and", should recite -generate an- 

c) Claim 18, line 3, "attribute o", should recite -attribute of~ 

d) Claim 33, line 6, "modal", should recite -nodal- 

line 14, "operations of in", should recite —operations in- 
line 16, "of said in an", should recite -in a— 
Appropriate corrections are required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claim 10, 26, and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. The recitation of "detecting deadlock conditions in said 
sequence" in the claims is unclear. Furthermore, there is no support for this limitation in 
Applicant's disclosure. For the purposes of applying prior art, the examiner interprets "deadlock 
conditions" as a set of processes is deadlocked if each process in the set is waiting for an event 
that only another process in the set can cause (including itself). 

Clarification/correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

7. Claims 1, 2, 5, 6, 8, 13, 33, 34, 37- 38, 40, and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by McKaskle et al., ("McKaskle", US 5,481,741). 

As per independent claim 1, McKaskle teaches an automatic flowcharting method for 
diagrammatically representing a multi-nodal process comprising processing operations and 
decision operations, said method comprising: 

(a) converting processing operations and decision operations of said multi-nodal process into a 
data structure, (b) analyzing said data structure for identifying a first group of processing 
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operations that appear once in said data structure, and for identifying a second group of 
processing operations that are associated with two or more decision operations in said data 
structure, (c) traversing said data structure to generate an ordered sequence of processing 
operations for visual representation (Fig.8A, col. 14, lines 15-67); and (d) generating a 
diagrammatic representation of said ordered sequence including orienting successive processing 
operations in a vertical dimension and associating attributes to each processing operation of said 
processing operations according to their identified group while offsetting each successive 
processing operation in a horizontal dimension, and linking each processing operation of said 
second group to a further processing step of said processing steps according to a decision 
operation of said two or more decision operations (Fig.lSOB, col.64, lines 51-64) . 

As per claim 2 and claim 6, McKaskle teaches associating a first visual attribute to said 
processing operations in said first selected group, a second visual attribute to said processing 
operations in said second selected group, and a third visual attribute to said processing operations 
in said third group (col. 5, lines 46-61). 

As per claim 5, which is dependent on claim 1 , McKaskle identifying a third group of 
processing operations that repeatedly appear in said data structure (Fig.8A, col. 14, lines 15-67). 

As per claim 8, which is dependent on claim 1, McKaskle teaches reading an input file 
containing said processing operations and said decision operations for said multi-nodal process, 
said processing operations and said decision operations being arranged into a plurality of records 
each of said plurality of records containing a first processing operation, a second processing 
operation and a decision operation (Fig.7, input registers, col. 14, lines 20-23). 
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As per claiml3, which is dependent on claim 1, McKaskle teaches writing an output file 
for said generated diagrammatic representation of said multi-nodal process (Fig.7, output 
registers, col. 14, lines 23-33). 

Claim 33 is similar in scope to claim 1, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 34 is similar in scope to claim 2, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 37 is similar in scope to claim 5, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 38 is similar in scope to claim 6, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 40 is similar in scope to claim 8, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 45 is similar in scope to claim 13, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 3, 4, 7, 9, 14-26, 29, 35-36, 39, 41, and 46-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over McKaskle et al., ("McKaskle", US 5,481,741) in view of Nichols et 
al., ("Nichols", US 6,138,150). 

As per claims 3, 4, and 7, McKaskle teaches the invention substantially as claimed. 
However, McKaskle does not teach wherein said first visual attribute is a first color, said second 
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visual attribute is a second color, and third visual attribute is a third color. Nichols teaches 
wherein said first visual attribute is a first color, said second visual attribute is a second color, 
and third visual attribute is a third color (Abstract). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include assigning color attributes of 
Nichols in the method of McKaskle because it would make the status of the corresponding 
attributes more distinguishable to the user. 

As per claim 9, which is dependent on claim 8, McKaskle teaches the invention 
substantially as claimed. However, McKaskle does not teach exporting from a database into an 
input file in a client/server environment. Nichols discloses a method of flowcharting wherein 
exporting said processing operations and said decision operations for said multi-nodal process 
from a database into said input file (col.l, lines 37-38). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include exporting data from an external 
database to an input file on the server with McKaskle' s method to allow data exchange remotely 
from client to server. 

As per claim 14-16, which is dependent on claim 13, McKaskle teaches the invention 
substantially as claimed. However, McKaskle does not teach the graphical display of data flow 
diagrams in a web-enabled browser. Nichols teaches a process flow diagram wherein said output 
file is written in a markup language for presentation in a web-enabled browser (col. 3, lines 13- 
21) and transmitted over a communications network (Fig.2) such as the Internet (Fig.2, col.4, 
lines 19-25). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the use of the web-enabled browser with McKaskle's method to provide a 
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manageable, user- friendly flowcharting display over a communications network that is 
accessible to more users. 

As per independent claim 17, McKaskle teaches (i) a mechanism for converting 
processing operations and decision operations of said multi-nodal process into a data structure; 
(ii) a mechanism for analyzing said data structure for identifying a first group of processing 
operations that appear once in said data structure, and for identifying a second group of 
processing operations that are associated with two or more decision operations in said data 
structure; and (iii) a mechanism for traversing said data structure to generate and ordered 
sequence of processing operations for visual representation; (iv) a mechanism for generating a 
diagrammatic representation of said ordered sequence including orienting said processing 
operations in a vertical dimension and associating attributes to each processing operation of said 
processing operations according to their identified group while offsetting each successive 
processing operation in a horizontal dimension, and linking each processing operation of said 
second group to a further processing step of said processing steps according to a decision 
operation of said two or more decision operations (Fig.8A, col. 14, lines 15-67). 

However, McKaskle does not teach a graphical display of flowcharts in a client/server 
environment. Nichols teaches a graphical display of flowcharts wherein (a) a server 
interconnected via a communications network to a client (Fig.2, server 6, col.4, lines 19-36), and 
(b) said client for receiving said generated diagrammatic representation of said multi-nodal 
process via said communications network in a form for presentation by said client. Nichols 
teaches a graphical display of flowcharts in client server (Fig.2, client 4, col.4, lines 19-36). 



Application/Control Number: 09/756,996 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2127 

Claim 18 is similar in scope to claim 2, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 19 is similar in scope to claim 3, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 20 is similar in scope to claim 4, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 21 is similar in scope to claim 5, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 22 is similar in scope to claim 6, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 23 is similar in scope to claim 7, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 24 is similar in scope to claim 8, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 25 and 41 are similar in scope to claim 9, and therefore is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 26 is similar in scope to claim 10, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 29 is similar in scope to claim 13, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 35 is similar in scope to claim 3, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 36 is similar in scope to claim 4, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 39 is similar in scope to claim 7, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 41 is similar in scope to claim 9, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 46-48 are similar in scope to claims 14-16, respectively, and therefore are 
rejected under similar rationale. 
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10. Claims 10 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McKaskle. 

As per claim 10, which is dependent on claim 1, McKaskle teaches the invention 
substantially as claimed. However, McKaskle does not explicitly teach detecting deadlock 
conditions. Official Notice is given that detecting deadlock conditions is notoriously well known 
in the art. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include this detection feature with McKaskle's method in order to prevent a circular 
wait condition of processing operations. 

Claim 42 is similar in scope to claim 10, and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

11. Claims 1 1-12 and 43-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McKaskle in view of Mayhew et al. ("Mayhew", US 6,239,800). 

As per claims 11 and 12, which are dependent on claim 1, McKaskle teaches the 
invention substantially as claimed. However, McKaskle does not expressly teach aligning 
processing operations in a vertical and horizontal dimension. Mayhew teaches a graphical 
representation of flowcharts wherein the linking of each processing operation of said second 
group includes aligning said processing operation to said further processing step in said vertical 
dimension (col.3, lines 4-26) and wherein said each successive processing operation is offset in 
said horizontal dimension relative to an immediate prior processing operation (col.3, lines 4-18). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include the vertical and horizontal dimensions in the method of McKaskle to provide a more 
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intuitive graphical representation which clearly shows the relationship between the process 
operations and how they are linked. 

Claims 43 and 44 are similar in scope to claims 1 1 and 12, and therefore are rejected 
under similar rationale. 

12. Claims 27-28, and 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
McKaskle et al., ("McKaskle", US 5,481,741) in view of Nichols et al., ("Nichols", US 
6,138,150) and view of Mayhew al. ("Mayhew", US 6,239,800). 

As per claims 27-28, which depends on claim 17, McKaskle teaches the invention 
substantially as claimed. However, McKaskle does not expressly teach aligning processing 
operations in a vertical and horizontal dimension. Mayhew teaches a graphical representation of 
flowcharts wherein the linking of each processing operation of said second group includes 
aligning said processing operation to said further processing step in said vertical dimension 
(col. 3, lines 4-26) and wherein said each successive processing operation is offset in said 
horizontal dimension relative to an immediate prior processing operation (col.3, lines 4-18). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the vertical and horizontal dimensions in the method of McKaskle to provide a more intuitive 
graphical representation, which clearly shows the relationship between the process operations, 
and how they are linked. 

Claims 30-32, which depends on claim 28, is similar in scope to claims 14-16, and 
therefore are rejected under similar rationale. 
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13. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

McKaskle et al., US 5,481,741, teaches a graphical data flow environment. 
Nichols et al., US 6,138,150, teaches process flow diagrams via the Internet with a web 
browser. 

Mayhew et al., US 6,239,800, teaches display of flowcharts with a vertical and horizontal 
dimension. 

Lanier et al., US 5,588,104, teaches creating virtual worlds using a data flow network. 
Okita et al., US 6,225,998, teaches visual design of workflows. 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anh T Nguyen whose telephone number is (703) 305-8649. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. (7:00 a.m.- 4:00 p.m.). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (703) 305-9678. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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